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September 1, 1999

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas

Office of the Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals

445 Twelfth Street, S.W.

12th Street Lobby, TW-A325
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Comments
CC Docket No. 94-102

Dear Ms. Salas:
Enclosed is an original and twelve copies of Opposition of Wireless Consumers Alliance, Inc.

to the Petition for Reconsideration of Ericson, Inc. Please return one filed stamped copy to us in
the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. Thank you.

Sincerely,

P.O. Box 2090 -« Del Mar, CA 92014 No. of ion ree’d O ! Z (
Voice: 619.509.2938 + Fax: 619.509.2937 List ABCDE
E-mail: mail@WirelessConsumers.org +« www.wirelessconsumers.org .




Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Revision of the Commission’s Rules
To Ensure Compatibility With
Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling
Systems
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OPPOSITION OF THE
WIRELESS CONSUMERS ALLIANCE
TO THE PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION
OF ERICSSON INC.

The Wireless Consumers Alliance (“Alliance™) hereby submits its opposition to
the petition for reconsideration of the Second Report and Order filed by Ericsson in the
above captioned proceeding.1

Ericsson complains that the 9 month timeframe established by Section 22.921 to
add 911 call selection processes approved by the Commission to its handsets is
insufficient. According to Ericsson, this decision is not “supported by credible facts
regarding the manufacturing process.”” However, the Alliance commissioned a study by

Giordano Automation Corp. to provide an independent expert opinion on this subject.

The Giordano report contains an in depth analysis of the steps necessary to insert

" In the Matter of Revision of the Commission’s Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911

Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docket No. 94-102, FCC 99-96 (rel. June 9, 199), 64 Fed. Reg. 34564
(fune 28, 1999) (“Second Report and Order™). The petition for reconsideration (“Petition™) was filed on
July 28, 1999, on notice was published in 64 Fed. Reg. 46200 (August 24, 1999).

* Petition, p. 2.




Strongest/Adequate Signal in handset software, including the testing. This report was
filed with the Commission on May 7, 1999 and concludes that the handset software
changes and testing can be accomplished in well under six months. No one has
questioned or challenged the detailed analysis set forth in this comprehensive report.
Indeed, the only “facts” submitted by the carriers and the manufacturers are unsupported
time estimates. These estimates have since been contradicted by public statements from
manufacturers which indicate that they will have no difficulty in meeting the deadline
established by the Commission.’

The estimate submitted by Ericsson to Dan Grosh of the Commission’s staff is
that “12 months or less” will be required to develop and implement its own 911 call
completion method.* Ericsson has already inserted almost all of the elements of
Strongest/Adequate Signal in its handsets and a very minor change will be required to
bring this equipment into compliance with Section 22.921°

We asked Instrument Engineering Inc., who has now acquired the engineering
division from Giordano, to review the above mentioned documents and give us an
opinion concerning the contentions in the Petition. Instrument Engineering responded by
letter dated August 13, 1999, A copy of that letter is attached as Appendix “B” and
incorporated herein by reference. Instrument Engineering concludes “{w]e see no reason
to change our earhier opinion, which detailed the type of modifications required, and

believe that Ericsson can, in fact, make the changes required by the Commission in six

® See August 1, 1999 issue of Wirelcss Review article attached as “Appendix A"

* Conversations on 911 Call Completion Factual Issues, Dan Grosh, WTB Policy Division, filed 7/22/99.
See Appendix “B” and the November 2, 1998 letter from David C. Jatlow, Counsel for Ericsson, Inc., to
the Commission.




months or less. Our opinion is consistent with the prior statements made by Ericsson and
with similar statements by other equipment manufacturers.”

Ericsson also proposes to limit the effect of Section 22.921 by excluding alf
handsets which have been submitted for type acceptance prior to February 13, 2000.°
Thus, the enhanced access to 911, which the record shows, and the Commuisston has
found, are required by the public interest, would be limited and even further deferred to a
uncertain date in the future under Ericsson’s proposal. This insensitivity to the massive
record in this proceeding showing that life and property will be saved by the addition of a
911 selection process approved by the Commission is almost unbelievable. A minor
inconvenience to Ericsson, who claims unidentified “disruptive changes,” is not grounds
for the delay of a public safety feature which is already long over due. No other
manufacturer has complained or asked for reconsideration For shame Ericsson for filing
such a specious and irresponsible petition. The Commission should reject this petition
with dispatch.

Respectfully Submitted,
Wireless Consumers Alliance, Inc.

\‘ i )
By: 1&%(‘{L{1 {(‘Q

Carl Hilliard

1246 Stratford Court

Del Mar, CA 92014

(858) 509-2938

Facsimile: (858) 509-2937

Email: carl@wirelessconsumers.org

September 1, 1999

® Ericsson’s analogy to the Commission’s Refarming proceeding is inapposite. Narrow banding has an

affect on emissions and type acceptance is thus required. The software changes 1o the handset required by
Scction 22.921 do not affect emissions and no type acceptance is needed,
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Strength
in Numbers

BY TIM KRIDEL, STAFF WRITER

The FCC gave carriers a
choice of three solutions
for completing 911 calls
where their coverage is
poor. But which ones will
make it to market?

Uhistracion by Gary Fasen

espite the ads touting
nationwide coverage,
no wireless carrier has
scamless coverage in
every corner of the United States.
The Wireless Consumers Alliance,
which sparred with the industry
over ways to improve 911 access,
estimated that in urban areas, as
much as 10% of any analog ser-
vice area is uncovered. In subur-
ban areas, that figure is 25%; for
rural areas, it's 33%.
But combine both analog carri-
ers’ coverage areas in any mar-
ket, and the holes diminish

significantly. That was the logic
driving the debate over how to
improve the chances of complet-
ing 911 calls made from wircless
phones. In May, the FCC required
all analog handsets manufactured
after February 2000 to be able to
route a 911 call to the other car-
rier if it can’t connect using the
primary carrier. The goal is to
ensure that callers will reach help
even in areas where their carriers
have poor or no coverage.

The FCC provided three solu-
tion options — automatic A/B
roaming - intelligent retry
(A/B-IR), strongest signal and se-
lective retry — and left it up to
each carrier and vendor to imple-
ment their choices. All three are
primarily handset upgrades and
transparent to the network be-
cause most, if not all, networks
complete 911 calls without first
checking roaming agreements,
blacklists and authentication. So
it’s possible that in February, a
carrier could have all three solu-
tions operating in its markets
sioultaneously.

“Idon’t really care what method
the handset vendors implement,”
said one carrier executive who
had just begun discussions with
his vendors. “What we have to
ensure is that one of the three isin '
every handset that we buy.”

Pros & Cons

That ambivalence toward solu-
tion choices is a far cry from the
fractious debate just a few months
earlier. The solution that drew
the most criticism was strongest
signial, where the handset would
use the carrier with the strongest
control-channel signal. Many in
the industry denounced strongest
signal for the potential cost of its
intellectual-property rights. But
perhaps the biggest gripe was
technical: The solution chooses
the strongest control channel,
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Protocols
which doesn’t necessarily mean
that a voice channel robust enough
to support a call also is available.
Standards also will determine
which solutions are chosen.
“The adequate/strongest-signal
solution is the most difficult to
implement,” said Phil Hester,

Ericsson director of product mar-
~ keting. That’s because the other

-two solutions are better supported

in the current standards.

“Adequate/strongest signal will
require a little bit of standards
work,” said Jim McGarrah,

BellSouth Cellular ditector of net-

work services. “Because standards

is a consensus process, typically
that’s not an overnight process.

On the other hand, a lot of the

people who have been involved in

this discussion through the Wire-
less E~-911 Implementation Ad-

Hoc Committee (WEIAD) also

are involved in the standards

comnmittees, S0 1 suspect thought

has already been given to how

standards might be modified to
accommodate these.”

The strongest industry support

argUEd appears to be for A/B-IR, where

that the. the handset first tries to connect

public-safety through the preferred carrier, such

issues were 3S the subscriber’s carrier or its

. roaming partner, before trying the

compeliing other carrier. If the alternate car-

enough 10O rier doesn’t have a usable signal

warrant a ©f vacant voice channel, the hand-

set tries the preferred carrier again

9-month and then alternates between the

roll-out. two until the call is completed or

the subscriber gives up. Ongce the

call completes, A/B-IR monitors

the voice channel. If the call is

dropped, the handset would au-
tomatically try again.

Selective retry is a sort of manual
A/B roaming: The caller uses a
button to toggle between the two
carriers until the call goes through.
Besides a software upgrade,
selective retry also requires
a hardware change to add
the button.

Getting compliant handsets to
market by February 2000 was a
concern during the debate, when

The FCC
acknowledged
that a tighter

schedule
might disrupt

vendors’
product
cycles but
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the industry proposeda 12-to-18-
month window to implement the
solutions. The FCC acknowledged
that a tighter schedule might dis-
rupt vendors’ product cycles but
argued that the public-safety is-
sues were compelling enough to
warrant a 9-month roll-out.
Handset vendors participated in
WEIAD, and most have had one
or more solutions under develop-
ment well before the ruling.

“We feel like we’ve already cre-
ated a solution that deals with
the issue,” said Arnold Gum,
Qualcomm senior product man-
ager. “It’s something the industry
and Qualcomm have been work-
ing on for a while. I don’t think
that there’s going to be a problem
with meeting the deadline.”

Any winnowing likely will come
after vendors and carriers have
had time to study each solution’s
real-wotld performance.

“I seriously doubt that all of our
vendors will end up doing it the
same way,” said one carrier ex-
ecutive. “So what will happenisa
couple of the methods — not nec-
essarily ail three — will get out
there. Then as we see what hap-
pens, people will either modify
the method, or one will be dis-
qualified because it just doesn’t
seem to fit.”

Cost and public perception also
will determine which solutions
survive,

“What the consumer demands
will get implemented,” said Trinh
Vu, Siemens senior product man-
ager. “For a high-end handset, !
would expect automatic retry
would be the feature. Then on
the low-end handset, probably
{selective retry}. It’s different
market segments.”

Cost also apparently isn’t a
COnNcern.

“It’s pretty minimal,” Gum said.
“I think we see that as part of our
job in providing a handset. I don’t
really foresee any increase in price

. passed along to the carrier.”

One unresolved issue is call-

back. Suppose that a 211 caller

connects via the alternate carrier
because the preferred carrier
doesn’t have coverage in the area.
If the caller is in an E-911 Phase I
service area, the carrier that com-
pletes the call is responsible for
supplying emergency personnel
with the caller’s phone number
and the cell site where the call
originated. But unless the pre-
ferred and alternate carriers have
aroamingagreement— andchar’s
rarely the case, for competitive
reasons — emergency personnel
probably wouldn’t be able to call
the 911 caller back. Even so, few
in the industry and public-safety
community see this limitation as
enough to scurttle the entire con-
cept, especially when callback on
wireline 911 is subject to its own
vagaries.

“Although this might be seen as
a shortcoming to the FCC pro-
posal, I believe the frequency with
which this might occur would be
miniscule,” said Eric Sorensen,
SCC Comununications product-
marketing manager. “We also
have to remember that there are a
lot of other reasons that (emer-
gency personnel) may not be able
to reach a wireless subscriber via
their {number). For instance, they
may have turned off their phone
or traveled out of a covered area.”

Industry estimates show that
carriers completed 98,000 911
calls each day in 1998. How many
more didn’t complete is anyone’s
guess, but all three proposals
should help.

“None of these by themselves
are an ideal, 100% guarantec of a
call completion,” said BellSouth’s
McGarrah. “Of course, that’s due
in large part to the fact that RF is
such an imprecise science, influ-
enced by terrain, foliage and at-
mospheric conditions. All of these
are attempting to provide alterna-
tives to just the conventional
set-up-a-call-only-with-my-pre-
ferred-carrier approach to maxi-
mize the possibility of call comple-
tion. But none of these are slam
dunks.” H :
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INSTRUMENTATION
ENGINEERING
INC.

cemajl:ie@ie-opties.com
weh- http: //www.ic-optics,com

TO: Carl Hilliard, Wireless Consumers Alliance

FROM: David R. Carey, Director of Engineering, Instrumentation Engineering
DATE: August 13, 1999

SUBIJECT: Petition for Reconsideration of Ericsson Inc.

In their petition for reconsideration, Ericsson states that the 9-month timeframe for compliance with
Section 22.921 of CC Docket No. 94-102 is insufficient time to incorporate the required changes. They are
petitioning the FCC to revise its decision in Docket 94-102 so that only mobile phones operating in the
analog mode, for which new equipment authorization is filed subsequent to February 13, 2000, be required
to comply with the Commission’s ruling. You have asked us to review the Ericsson petition and comment,
This letter is for that purpose.

Ericsson states that the industry requires 12 to 18 months to implement. However, in the August 1* issue of
“Wireless Review” Arnold Gum, Qualcomm senior product manager, said;

"We feel like we 've already created a solution that deals with the issue. It’s something the
industry and Qualcomm have been working on _for a while. I don t think that there s going
to be a problem meeting the deadline.”

We believe that Qualcomm’s statement is representative of the manufacturing industry.

On July 22, 1999, Dan Grosh of the WTB Policy Division, filed his notes of conversations with various
industry representatives concerning their e¢stimate of the time necessary to comply with a Commission
decision which required the modification of handset software to add call completion changes such as
Strongest/Adequate Signal and Automatic A/B Roaming with IR. According to these notes, it appears that
some time between May 5 and 17, 1999, Barbara Baffer of Ericsson told Mr. Grosh that Ericsson has been
working on their own E911 call completion methed. In that conversation she indicated that Ericsson
cngineers could implement a solution in 12 months or less.

EIA/TIA-553 defines the State-Machine Model! that all mobile phones operating in the analog mode must
follow. Our earlier analysis' based on applying Strongest/Adequate Signal to this model illustrated that it
required fewer state modifications than any other solution. Nevertheless, all solutions will be dealing with
the same model with the same type of modifications.

It is unclear from the petition what E911 calling method Ericsson is planning on implementing. However,
Mr.Jatlow’s letter of November 2, 1998 to the Commission indicates that almost all of the elements of
Strongest/Adequate Signal have been already been incorporated into Ericsson’s software. Modifications to
add Strongest/Adequate Signal can certainly be accomplished within the 9-month timeframe. This

! Our initial analysis was developed when our engineering division was under Giordano Automation Corp.
In July of 1999 the GAC Engineering Division was acquired by Instrumentation Engineering. Qur report
which contains this was filed with the Commission. Based on the detailed analysis contained in this report
we concluded that six months was sufficient time to make the proposed changes to the handset software.

Instrumentation Engineering, Inc.
237 Old River Rd. Wilkes-Barre + Pennsylvania - 18702-1613
Phone: (570) 970-4200 - Fax: (570) 970-4201 - Email: info@ie-ate.com

APPENDK “B”

A15 Hamburg Tumpik
Wayne, NJ 07470-21!

Tel: (973) 386-08(

Fax: (973} 389-09°




conclusion is supported by our carlier analysis. Ericsson’s statement that more time is required is not
supported by any technical analysis showing why the Commission’s 9-month timeframe is not sufficient.
We see no reason to change our earlier opinion, which detailed the type of medifications required, and
believe that Ericsson can, in fact, make the changes required by the Commission in six months or less, QOur
opinion is consistent with the prior stalements of Ericsson and with similar statements by other equipment
manufacturers. We will be happy to revisit this conclusion when and if any technical analysis or data is
presented by Ericsson which supports a need for further time.

I hope this clarifies the matter. If there is anything further let me know,

Instrumentation Engineering, Inc.
237 Old River Rd. Wilkes-Barre - Pennsylvania - 18702-1615
Phone: (570) 970-4200 - Fax: (570) 970-4201 - Email: info@ie-ate.com




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Ed DelJesus, hereby certify that on this _{i day of September, 1999, copies of
the foregoing Opposition of Wireless Consumers Alliance, Inc. to the Petition for
Reconsideration by Ericsson, Inc., in CC Docket No. 94-102, were served by mail or
courier* or fax** on the following:

Mr. An Fitzgerald*

Legal Advisor to the Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals

445 Twelfth Street, S.W,

12" Street Lobby, TW-A325
Washington, D.C. 20554

Mr. Dan Grosh, * Policy Division,
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau,
445 12" Street, S W,

3-B103,

Washington, D.C, 20554

Ms. Barbara Baffer
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Ericsson, Inc.

1634 I Strect, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

September 7 | 1999
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